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cause   of  the retention   of   the   planets
orbits.

Yet from one point of view the two things seem
to stand upon the same footing. In the one case, we
have a few simple laws which express completely
the motions of the planets (I here suppose the per-
turbations of the motion unknown and unsuspected);
in the other case, we have a still simpler law which
not only explains the laws of Kepler but also the
planetary perturbations and other phenomena having,
at first sight, no connection with the planetary
motions. Do the two cases differ more than in
degree ? Is there any reason why we should think
of causation in the one case more than in the other ?

The difference seems to me to be this. In the
case of gravitation, we believe that we have arrived
at a knowledge of a general property of matter, which
we are content to regard as in a certain sense self-
existent ; we do not go behind it. The law of gravi-
tation is so simple that we hardly think of it as
requiring to be accounted for. But in the case of
Kepler's laws we have merely a succinct expression
for observed facts, not connected with anything out-
side the immediate phenomena which are thus
summed up. We cannot in any way regard them as
expressing laws of nature; we cannot help feeling
that they themselves require explanation.

So long as we are content to regard the simple